
ARCHAISMS IN THE RAMAYANA 1321

he regarded the correction as certain, and the lack of
accent may possibly be considered to favour this view.
On the other hand there are quasi-parallels in the use of
the conditional as a. past form of the future in oratio
obliqua. We may compare also such a passage as Brhadd-
ranyaka Upanisad, i, 4, 8: sa yo 'nyam atmanah priyam
bruvdnam bruydt priyam rotsyatitisvaro ha tathaiva
sydt, which Hopkins1 renders, probably correctly, as " he
may be sure of it who says ' he will lose what is dear'
to one who declares another than the self (to be) dear",
for in such cases the second person is overwhelmingly
more common; see e.g. Aitareya Aranyaka, iii, 1 ,3; 4 ;
Sdnkhdyaiia Aranyaka, vii, 8—10.

A. BERRIEDALE KEITH.

ARCHAISMS IN THE RAMAYANA

In his interesting and valuable paper on Linguistic
Archaisms of the Rdmdyana2 Dr. Michelson disputes
the view of Bohtlingk and Jacobi, which has won general
acceptance, that the Rdmdyana, like the Mahdbhdrata,
contains no genuine archaisms.3 The subject is of
importance, and worth a little consideration of the evidence
in favour of his view adduced by Dr. Michelson.

The following, in his opinion, are true Vedic archaisms
found in both Epics: (1) double Sandhi, very frequent in
the Kashmere recension of the Atharvaveda and in the
Kausika Sutra; (2) nom. pi. neut. of the a declension

1 JAOS., xxviii, 404. If the sense is ".says of one ", the construction
is regular, but the probabilities are strongly in favour of Hopkins' version.
In some cases, however, "say of" is certain, e.g. Satapatha Brahmana,
xii, 4, 3, 8. Cf. also my Sdnkhayana Aranyaka, p. xv.

2 JAOS., xxv, 89 sec[.
3 See e.g. Wackernagel, Altind. Gramm., i, p. xliii, n. 2 ; Macdonell,

Sanskrit Literature, p. 310.
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1322 ARCHAISMS IN THE RAMAYANA

in a, which is found a few times in Mbh. and once or
possibly twice in R.; (3) imperative in tat, found once
each in Mbh. and R.; (4) rod with augmented tenses;
(5) sporadic absence of reduplication in the perfect;
(6) perfect middle participle found once in R. and in
Mbh. To these he adds a number of verbal forms found
in Vedic but not in classical Sanskrit.

In discussing this list there is a certain difficulty in
understanding precisely what Dr. Michelson means by
a true Vedic archaism, but presumably by that phrase
it is intended to denote that the use in question is an
inheritance from the Vedic period, and stands in contrast
with the normal usage of the Epic as old and obsolescent.
This description—and the phrase has on any other theory
of its significance very little, if any, meaning—will hardly
suit, we think, any of the classes of facts to which it is
applied by Dr. Michelson. (1) Double Sandhi is by no
means merely Vedic. It grows in importance in the Vedic
period, and is parallel with the increasing tendency in that
period to avoid hiatus, and its frequent occurrence in all
classes of literature save the strictly classical shows that
it was (as might be expected) a popular—not an archaic—
feature.1 It is significant that it is especially frequent with
iti following, which reminds us of Pali, and condemns the
commentator's view of ikaralopa as arsa. Similarly, in
antardadhe 'tmanarn, R., vi, 73, 26, the simple explanation
is not a reference to the Vedic tman? but a reference to
the Pali shortening of vowels before a double consonant,
a tendency the effect of which may be illustrated from the
Kathasaritsagara, in which, as Speijer3 has recently
shown, Somadeva regularly omits the augment in verbs
beginning with a and two consonants. Again, in sarasiva,
R., vi, 97, 1, the commentator is not, I think, right in

1 Cf. Wackernagel, op. cit., pp. 315 seq.
2 JAOS., xxv, 100.
3 Studies about the Kathdsaritsagara, p. 90.
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ARCHAISMS IN THE BAMAYANA 1323

remarking that the Sandhi is Vedic, when we remember
the Pali va.1

(2) The ace. pi. neut. in d would be an archaism of
a pronounced type, but it is excessively improbable that
the only case alleged by Dr. Michelson is a genuine
instance. It occurs in R., vi, 79, 26, Jcrtapratikrtdn-
yonyam, and while the metre shows it is sound, for
the obvious variant krtaprakrtdny anyonyam, is an
improbable line, yet it is quite unnecessary either to
assume it as an archaism or as an attempt at the
avoidance of an unusual repetition of similar syllables,
as in irddhyai, RV., i, 134, 2. It is simply a piece of
grammatical absurdity for the sake of metre: the writer
had to get in anyonyam (cf. Pada one of the verse,
viddham anyonyagdtresu), and his regard for form was
no greater than that of the writer of iii, 47, 11, who
has varsdni ganyate for metrical effect, or the creator of
the future imperatives like gamisyadhvam or indicatives
like raksye or future desideratives like didhaksydmi,
which I agree with Dr. Michelson in considering not at
all impossible in the Mdmdyana? These are popular,
not archaic, forms, and it is very significant that the use
of the pi. neut. in d in the Mbh. is confined to the phrase
bhuvandni visvd found in the curious hymn to the
A^vins (i, 3, 57) and also in the pseudo-Epic,3 not an
archaism in the true sense, but a mere appropriation of
a phrase from the sacred writings.4

(3) The imperative in tdt is no evidence either way.
1 Cf. Wackernagel, p. 317. It is quite probable that in the Rgveda

such cases are real contractions (Oldenberg, ZDMG., lxi, 830 seq.), but
that does not affect the cause of their use in the Epic.

2 JAOS., xxv, 142. On the other hand, s and sy are constantly
interchanged in MSS. ; cf. my Aitareya Aranyaka, pp. 245, 246 ; JAOS.,
xxvii, 430.

3 xiii, 102, 55, and vii, 201, 77, cited in JAOS., xxv, 104, and see
Hopkins, JAOS., xvii, 25, note.

4 A similar ' ' archaism" is the Mbh. Indravisnu, a mere repeated
phrase.
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1324 ARCHAISMS IN THE EAMAYANA

It occurs only once in either Epic, in the R. its use is
only in a variant half-line, and in both cases it may be
a precursor of the frequent use of tat in later books.
In both cases its use is optative, not imperative.1

(4) The use of ma with augmented tenses is not early
Vedic, the overwhelming use being with unaugmented
tenses, but it is a sign of the confusion of augmented and
unaugmented tenses which grew throughout the language,
and which shows itself in the frequent use of augmented
tenses with ma in Pali, to which Dr. Michelson himself
refers.2 This case therefore tells directly against the
theory.

(5) Sporadic absence of reduplication in the perfect
is no true archaism: it is merely the Epic carelessness of
diction, all the more natural in that the most common
perfect vid had no reduplication.

(6) The solitary samparipupluvanam of R., vi, 73, 3,
with the possible didvisdna of the Mbh., is too isolated to
help any conclusion. Probably it is an incorrect reading.

As regards the verb lists, nothing need be said. Classical
Sanskrit probably contains in its less explored works
many, if not all, those cited as specially Epic, but even
if not, there is nothing to mark the form cited as archaic.
If druh is a common classical verb, can it seriously be
argued that the occurrence of the aorist adruham in the
Epic is archaic ? Or that sphotati is archaic ?

Other " archaisms " are referred to by Dr. Michelson as
peculiar to one or other of the Epics, but they are still less
important. The ace. pi. vrstyas is merely a transfer to the
% declension with the common irregular accusative, which
is not by any means archaic; jayydt is a monstrosity found

1 For a possible meaning of the grammarian's rule as to the use of
"tat, which is questioned by Whitney, Sanskrit Grammar, p. 214, see
my Aitareya Aranyalca, p. 275.

2 JAOS., xxv, 123. I am quite at a loss to understand how this of
all usages is treated as an archaism. It is a neoterism of the most
pronounced description.
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AECHAISMS IN THE BAM AY AN A 1325

only in the late and badly preserved Jaiminiya Upanisad
Brahmana in Vedic times unless, indeed, we are to find it
in tiankhdyana Aranyaka, xii, 11; the nom. pi. fem. of
derivative % stems in is is merely the careless mixing of
accusative and nominative which is characteristic of all save
rigid classical Sanskrit, and is popular. Other instances
are merely bad readings like prabhavimvo in R., vii, 5, 14/
or ababhramat in R., i, 43, 9 (Bombay ed.). The latter
absurdity is removed by the abibhramat of Peterson's ed.
i, 44, 12, and no sane criticism can cling to ababhramat
in the face of this fact. But even if we do cling to it,
the explanation is not a unique pluperfect, but a piece of
bad Sanskrit, and the Sanskrit of the Rdmdyana is,
unhappily, at times pretty bad (e.g. kurmi, bibhyase,
ahanat, dad/mi, etc.).

Another archaism2 is the use of the " improper sub-
junctive " in i, 9, 6, tasyaivam vartamdnasya kdlah
samabhivartata, where the commentator blandly says
bhavisyati Ian adabhdvas cdrsah. The comparison with
the RV., i, 32, 1, pra vocam, is quite impossible. Either
the use is a mere sign that the tenses were losing all
definite sense (just as the moods3 were being confused), or
it is a false reading, and the texts of Schlegel, Gorresio,
and Peterson have in point of fact at i, 8, 10, samabhi-
vartsyati, which points to samabhivartate, a prophetic4

present, which is, I think, almost certainly the correct
reading.6

1 Read °bhavisnavo with Bohtlingk.
2 JAOS., xxv, 123, 124.
3 e.g. optative for indicative, and vice versa. Cf. Hopkins, Oreat Epic

of India, p. 264.
4 For this use of the present cf. Goodwin, Greek Moods and Tenses,

p. 11 ; Whitney, Sanskrit Grammar, p. 278 ; Speyer, Vedische und
Sanskrit Syntax, p. 51. There are many instructive variants in parallel
passages in Vedie texts, cf. e.g. Atharvaveda, viii, 21, with Sdnkhayana
Aranyaka, xii, 12, and see Bloomfield, JAOS., xxix, 294, 295.

5 The ordinary unaugmented tenses used in a past sense are not
specially Vedic. They occur throughout all but very correct Sanskrit,
and are found in Pali and Prakrit (Pischel, Prakrit Grammar, p. 360).
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1326 NARAYANA-PARIVRAT

The commentator again finds a Vedic usage in v, 67, 13,
where we have
sa tvampradiptam ciksepa darbham tarn vayasam prati |

Professor Hopkins1 suggests here a Pali parallel in babhuve,
papace = babhuvas and papacas respectively. This is
possible, but more probable perhaps is that for once sa
exercises its 3rd person effect and takes a 3rd person, just
as inversely bhavant now and then has a 2nd person. In
any case, as Dr. Michelson recognizes, the use is in no
sense Vedic.

A. BERRIEDALE KEITH.

A NOTE ON NARAYANA-PARIVRAT

1. A work known as the Tirumudi-adaivu or
Hierarchic Pedigree of the Sri-Vaisnavas, South India,
makes mention of a ^riman Narayana-Jiyar. Leaving out
the honorific Sriman, and translating Jlyar by the word
parivrat, we get Narayana-Parivrat.

2. From the same work a table may be constructed
thus :—-

(1) Nalur Accan PiUai
!

(2) Tirunarayana-purattu Ayi | |
| (6) Kesavacarya (7) Garudacarya

(3) Manavaja-ma-muni2 (1370 A.o.1 \__

(4) Ramanuja-Ayyan (8) Srlnivasacarya (9) Adi-van SathagOpa Svamin

(5) Jiyar-Nayanar (10) Narayana-Parivrat alias
Sriman Narayana-Jiyar.

Narayana-Parivrat may thus be assigned to the fifteenth
century or thereabouts.

1 JAOS., xxv, 123. Cf. also bhaveh cited in Great Epic of India, p. 473.
2 See No. 39 in the Hierarchic Table in our Lives of Azhvdrs or the

Dravida Saints, and No. 20 in the Succession List in our Life of
Rdmdnuja. Our thanks are due to our confrere M. T. Narasimhacarya
for helping us in constructing this tree.
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